Herbert Rowse Armstrong.
and she became very bad when she was removed to the asylum, yet when
she was in the asylum all the symptoms passed away.
The lord chief justice—You put it that the appellant had tried to
poison his wife in the previous August?
The attorney-general—Most certainly. Then the appellant gave
reasons against his wife's provisional release. The real and convincing
points of how she came to die of arsenical poisoning in February were
these—Nurse Kinsoy employed from 23rd to 27th January. She was
succeeded by Nurse Allen. Dr. Hiucks visited the patient from time to
time. On llth February ho found symptoms of arsenical poisoning.
The lord chief justice—Was it over suggested on the part of the
defence that Mrs. Armstrong was trying to commit suicide by gradual
poisoning ?
The attorney-general replied in the negative. He added that the
appellant told him, in cross-examination, that ho had no fear of his wife
committing suicide when she came out of tho asylum.
The lord chief justice said Unit they need not trouble the Attorney-
General to proceed further.
Sir henry curtis bennett, asked whether ho had anything to add,
drew attention to another passage in tho gumming; up of Mr. Justice
Darling, of which ho (counsel) complained. Ho submitted that the facts
in R. v. Loucgro'vc. had no bearing ;tli all upon tho present case,
judgment.
The lord chief justkjb said—In. this case tho appellant was convicted
before Mr. Justice Darling^, at tho Hereford Assizes, on 13th April last,
of the murder of his wife, and was sentenced to death. He appeals
against conviction, and the points of substance raised by the notice of appeal
are (1) that evidence of an attempt to poiaou ono Oswald Norman Martin,
some eight months after tho death of tho appellant's wife, ought not to
have been admitted; and (2) that on that evidence tho learned judge mis-
directed the jury. There is no need to ro^out the facts in detail. It is
enough to say that, in tho opinion of this Court, the evidence was amply
sufficient to justify tho verdict of tho jury, ovon though nothing relating
to Martin wore taken into consideration. That evidence proved, among
other things, that the appellant's wife died on 22nd February, 1921, of
arsenical poisoning; that a fatal doso of areenic was administered to her
within twenty-four hours of her death; that she suffered from the same
kind of poisoning both in August, 1920, before her removal to an asylum,
and in February, 1921, soon after lior return home; that the appellant
purchased arsenic shortly before each of those occasions; that he was the
only person who, on both occasions, had tho opportunity of administering
arsenic to his wife; and that his possession of arsenic, made up in small
packets of fatal doses, including tho packet found upon him at the time
of his arrest, was not consistent with any legitimate purpose.
The evidence further wont to show that he had a twofold motive for
murder, namely, the desire to obtain tho benefit to be derived under
a new will made by his wife in July, 1920, and tho desire to contract
another marriage. The suggestion that his wife committed suicide was
refuted, not only by the words which she used on more than one occasion
towards the end of her illness, but also by her physical condition, which,
for a considerable time before her death, made it impossible for her
to lea^e her bed.
As to the question of the admissibility of the evidence relating to
Martin, it is to be observed that the decision in Reg. v. (Jeering, [1849] 18
L,J. M.C. 215, was established as an unquestionable authority by the
decision in Makin v. Attorney'-General for New South Wales, 10 T.L.B. 155;
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